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Art Unit: 2144 

DETAILED ACTION 

This application has been examined. Claims 1-16 are pending. Claim 16 is 
submitted as a new claim. 

Making Final 

Applicant's arguments filed 05/16/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The Examiner is maintaining the rejection(s) using the same grounds for 
rejection and thus making this action FINAL. 

Priority 

The effective date of the claims described in this application is April 19, 2004. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
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granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1,3, 7-8 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Bhela 
(US 7224987) . 

The Applicant Specifications Page 6 indicate an area agent is a wireless device 
that is enabled to request location information from a local area server. 

Bhela disclosed (re. Claim 1) a location system, comprising: an area agent, 
comprising a presence application (Bhela-Column 10 Lines 45-55, 'core services 
module'); a presence server, collecting location awareness information supporting the 
presence application; (Bhela-Column 10 Lines 55-60, 'external notification server") and a 
local area server, returning location information in response to a request from the area 
agent; (Bhela-Column 10 Lines 60-65, 'location provider module') wherein the area 
agent generates the location awareness information according to the location 
information obtained from the local area server. (Bhela-Column 12 Lines 40-55,' Once 
the location information is retrieved from the location providers, the core services 
module 306 generates a current location for the location owner according to any privacy 
restrictions the information owner may have indicated.') 

Bhela disclosed (re. Claim 3) wherein the area agent directly submits the location 
awareness information to the presence server. (Bhela-Column 13 Lines 25-30,' The 
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core services module 306 transfers the generated location information to the notification 
module 322, as shown by arrow 517') 

Bhela disclosed (re. Claim 7) further comprises an authentication server 
assigning an authentication code to the area agent. (Bhela-Column 12 Lines 1-10, 
Column 14 Lines 45-65) 



Bhela disclosed (re. Claim 8) wherein the request sent from the area agent 
comprises the authentication code, and the local area server returns location 
information according to the authentication code. (Bhela-Column 12 Lines 1-10, Column 
14 Lines 45-65) 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 16 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bhela 



(US 7224987) further in view of what well-known in the networking art. 
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Bhela disclosed (re. Claim 16) wherein the present server is disposed in a 
exterior network (Bhela-Column 10 Lines 55-60, 'external notification server). 

While Bhela substantially disclosed the claimed invention Bhela did not disclose 
(re. Claim 16) wherein the local area server (Bhela-Column 10 Lines 60-65, 'location 
provider module) is disposed in a local area network. 

Bhela disclosed an embodiment wherein the location services server includes 
the location provider module (Bhela-Figure 3,Column 8 Lines 10-25). Bhela also 
disclosed wherein the location services server is able to communicate to other location 
services via local area networks. (Bhela-Column 7 Lines 45-55) 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the networking art that in the context of a distributed computing environment the 
modules comprising the location services server may be implemented on separate 
devices and/or separate networks, such networks comprising of local area networks, . 
Thus it would have been obvious to implement the claimed local area server (Bhela- 
Column 10 Lines 60-65, 'location provider module) as disposed in a local area network. 
The motivation for implementing a distributed computing environment include load 
balancing and increased reliability by avoiding a single point of failure. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 2, 11-12, 15 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bhela (US 7224987) in view of Viikari (US Patent 7263086). 

The Applicant Specifications Page 6 indicate an area tag as the IP address of 
the wireless Access Point. 

While Bhela substantially disclosed the claimed invention Bhela did not disclose 
(re. Claim 2,1 1 ) wherein the request sent from the area agent comprises an area tag, 
according to which, the local area server seeks the location information. 

Viikari disclosed (re. Claim 2,11) wherein the request sent from the area agent 
comprises an area tag, according to which, the local area server seeks the location 
information. (Viikari-Column 9 Lines 10-25) 

Bhela and Viikari are analogous art because they present concepts and 
practices regarding provision of location information for mobile terminals. At the time of 
the invention it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the networking 
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art to combine Viikari with Bhela. The motivation for said combination would have been 
to enable generation of location information according to the access point relaying the 
location request. (Viikari-Column 18 Lines 15-55) 



Bhela-Viikari disclosed (re. Claim 11) a location awareness method for operating 
a presence application in an area agent, comprising the steps of: acquiring an area tag; 
(Viikari-Column 9 Lines 10-25) requesting location information from a local area server 
by sending the area tag; (Viikari-Column 9 Lines 10-25) obtaining the location 
information from the local area server; (Bhela-Column 15 Lines 45-55, 'obtains the 
location information from information providers) generating location awareness 
information accordingly; (Bhela-Column 12 Lines 40-55,' Once the location information 
is retrieved from the location providers, the core services module 306 generates a 
current location for the location owner according to any privacy restrictions the 
information owner may have indicated.') 

and submitting the location awareness information. (Bhela-Column 13 Lines 25- 
30,' The core services module 306 transfers the generated location information to the 
notification module 322, as shown by arrow 517) 
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Bhela-Viikari disclosed (re. Claim 12) wherein the location awareness information 
is directly submitted to a presence server. (Bhela-Column 13 Lines 25-30,' The core 
services module 306 transfers the generated location information to the notification 
module 322, as shown by arrow 517') 



Bhela-Viikari disclosed (re. Claim 15) acquiring an authentication code from a 
authentication server (Bhela-Figure 7) and sending the authentication code together 
with the area tag (Viikari-Column 2 Lines 30-35) to the local area server to obtain the 
location information. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claim 4-6 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bhela 
(US 7224987) in view of Alcock (US Publication 2004/0198389). 

While Bhela substantially disclosed the claimed invention Bhela did not disclose 
(re. Claim 4) further comprises a relay forwarding and managing information exchange 
between the area agent and the local area server. 

Alcock disclosed (re. Claim 4) further comprises a relay forwarding and 
managing information exchange between the area agent and the local area server. 
(Alcock-Paragraph 19, 'base station gathers information corresponding to geographic 
location') 

Bhela and Alcock are analogous art because they present concepts and 
practices regarding provision of location information for mobile terminals. At the time of 
the invention it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the networking 
art to combine Alcock with Bhela. The motivation for said combination would have been 
to enable an inexpensive and efficient delivery of geographic specific information to 
multiple receivers in a network. (Alcock-Paragraph 5) 

The Examiner notes that said relay is a base station, gateway, or access point as 
indicated in Applicant Specifications. Thus said relay is a well-known component of a 
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wireless network for relaying information between a mobile terminal and other nodes in 
a network. 

Bhela-Alcock disclosed (re. Claim 5) wherein the relay downloads location 
information from the local area server for periodic update. (Alcock-Paragraph 19, 'base 
station gathers information corresponding to geographic location") 

Bhela-Alcock disclosed (re. Claim 6) wherein the relay (Alcock-Paragraph 
19, 'base station gathers information corresponding to geographic location) retrieves the 
location awareness information from the area agent for submission to the local area 
server, which then transfers the location awareness information to the presence server. 
(Bhela-Column 13 Lines 25-30,' The core services module 306 transfers the generated 
location information to the notification module 322, as shown by arrow 517) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claim 9,10 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bhela 
(US 7224987) in view of Alcock (US Publication 2004/0198389) further in view of Caspi 
(US Patent 7224966). 

While Bhela substantially disclosed the claimed invention, Bhela did not disclose 
(re. Claim 9) wherein the authentication server further comprises a relay for forwarding 
and managing information exchange between the area agent and the local area server. 

Alcock disclosed (re. Claim 9) a relay forwarding and managing information 
exchange between the area agent and the local area server. (Alcock-Paragraph 
^ 9, 'base station gathers information corresponding to geographic location') 

Bhela and Alcock are analogous art because they present concepts and 
practices regarding provision of location information for mobile terminals. At the time of 
the invention it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the networking 
art to combine Alcock with Bhela. The motivation for said combination would have been 
to enable an inexpensive and efficient delivery of geographic specific information to 
multiple receivers in a network. (Alcock-Paragraph 5) 

The Examiner notes that said relay is a base station, gateway, or access point as 
indicated in Applicant Specifications. Thus said relay is a well-known component of a 
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wireless network for relaying information between a mobile terminal and other nodes in 
a network. 

However Bhela-Alcock does not disclose (re. Claim 9) wherein the 
authentication server further comprises a relay for forwarding and managing information 
exchange between the area agent and the local area server. 

The Examiner notes that since the local area server acquires the presence 
information the local area server is thus equivalent to a remote presence server. The 
Examiner further notes that 'presence watchers' are well-known in the networking art. 

Caspi disclosed (re. Claim 9) wherein the authentication server further 
comprises a relay for forwarding and managing information exchange between the area 
agent and the local area server. (Caspi-Column 5 Lines 50-60,' remote server 152 will 
then distribute the information to the appropriate local server 104, which will update the 
presence databases and watch lists for the various users') 

Bhela,Alcock and Caspi are analogous art because they present concepts and 
practices regarding provision of location information for mobile terminals. At the time of 
the invention it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the networking 
art to combine Caspi with Bhela-Alcock. The motivation for said combination would 
have been to enable presence information to be relayed as a mobile terminal moves 
from one monitoring area to another. (Caspi-Column 2 Lines 40-50) 
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Bhela-Alcock-Caspi disclosed (re. Claim 10) wherein the relay collects the 
location awareness information (Alcock-Paragraph 19, 'base station gathers information 
corresponding to geographic location") from the area agent (Bhela-Column 1 Lines 55- 
65) for submission to the local area server, (Caspi-Column 5 Lines 50-60,' remote 
server 152 will then distribute the information to the appropriate local server 104, which 
will update the presence databases and watch lists for the various users) which then 
publishes the location awareness information to the presence server. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 13 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bhela 
(US 7224987) ) in view of Viikari (US Patent 7263086) in view of Alcock (US 
Publication 2004/01 98389) further in view of Caspi (US Patent 7224966). 

While Bhela-Viikari Alcock disclosed transmitting location information from a 
base station relay, Bhela-Viikari did not disclose (re. Claim 13) wherein the location 
awareness information is submitted to a relay for transmission to the local area server. 
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The Examiner notes that since the local area server acquires the presence 
information the local area server is thus equivalent to a remote presence server. The 
Examiner further notes that 'presence watchers' are well-known in the networking art. 

Alcock disclosed (re. Claim 13) a relay for forwarding information. (Alcock- a 
relay forwarding and managing information exchange between the area agent and the 
local area server. (Alcock-Paragraph 1 9, 'base station gathers information 
corresponding to geographic location') 

Bhela, Viikari and Alcock are analogous art because they present concepts and 
practices regarding provision of location information for mobile terminals. At the time of 
the invention it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the networking 
art to combine Alcock with Bhela-Viikari. The motivation for said combination would 
have been to enable an inexpensive and efficient delivery of geographic specific 
information to multiple receivers in a network. (Alcock-Paragraph 5) 

The Examiner notes that said relay is a base station, gateway, or access point as 
indicated in Applicant Specifications. Thus said relay is a well-known component of a 
wireless network for relaying information between a mobile terminal and other nodes in 
a network. 
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While Bhela-Viikari-Alcock substantially disclosed the claimed invention, Bhela- 
Viikari-Alcock did not disclose (re. Claim 13) wherein the location awareness 
information is submitted to a relay for transmission to the local area server. 

Caspi disclosed (re. Claim 13) wherein the location awareness information is 
submitted to a relay for transmission to the local area server. (Caspi-Column 5 Lines 50- 
60,' remote server 152 will then distribute the information to the appropriate local server 
104, which will update the presence databases and watch lists for the various users') 

Bhela,Viikari,Alcock and Caspi are analogous art because they present concepts 
and practices regarding provision of location information for mobile terminals. At the 
time of the invention it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the 
networking art to combine Caspi with Bhela-Viikari-Alcock. The motivation for said 
combination would have been to enable presence information to be relayed as a mobile 
terminal moves from one monitoring area to another. (Caspi-Column 2 Lines 40-50) 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claim 14 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bhela 
(US 7224987) in view of in view of Viikari (US Patent 7263086) further in view Caspi 
(US Patent 7224966). 

While Bhela-Viikari disclosed transmitting location information back to requesting 
entities, Bhela-Viikari did not disclose (re. Claim 14) wherein the location awareness 
information is submitted to the local area server. 

The Examiner notes that since the local area server acquires the presence 
information the local area server is thus equivalent to a remote presence server. 

Caspi disclosed (re. Claim 14) wherein the location awareness information is 
submitted to the local area server. (Caspi-Column 5 Lines 50-60,' remote server 152 
will then distribute the information to the appropriate local server 104, which will update 
the presence databases and watch lists for the various users') 

Bhela,Viikari and Caspi are analogous art because they present concepts and 
practices regarding provision of location information for mobile terminals. At the time of 
the invention it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the networking 
art to combine Caspi with Bhela-Viikari. The motivation for said combination would 



Application/Control Number: 10/827,215 Page 17 

Art Unit: 2144 

have been to enable presence information to be relayed as a mobile terminal moves 
from one monitoring area to another. (Caspi-Column 2 Lines 40-50) 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 05/16/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The Applicant presents the following argument(s) [in italics]: 

...Consequently, the core service module in Bhela may resemble the local area 
server of the claimed embodiment, but the claimed area agent is merely a device for 
requesting the local area server to return the location information. In this regard, claim 1 
specifically recites that: "a local area server, returning location information in response 
to a request from the area agent. " 

The Applicant remarks appear to indicate that the area agent and local area 
server are one and the same entity. The Examiner respectfully requests further 
clarification of the statements above, as the claims do not suggest that the area agent 
and local area server are one and the same entity. 

The Examiner respectfully notes that in the rejection the Bhela core service 
module is correlated with the claimed area agent, not the claimed local area server. The 
claimed local area server is correlated to the Bhela location provider module. 
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The Applicant presents the following argument(s) [in italics]: 
...The area agent doesn't perform functions, such as authenticating and 
authorizing location consumer or filtering location information according to privacy 
information provided by a location owner in response to an information request. 
Consequently, the core service module ofBhela clearly does not properly correspond to 
the area agent in the claimed embodiment. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees with the Applicant. While the Bhela core 
services module performs additional functions other than what is described in the 
claimed area agent, the Bhela core services module also comprises a presence 
application that generates the location awareness information according to the location 
information obtained from the local area server. (Bhela-Column 12 Lines 40-55,' Once 
the location information is retrieved from the location providers, the core services 
module 306 generates a current location for the location owner according to any privacy 
restrictions the information owner may have indicated.') The fact that Bhela performs 
additional functions does not negate the disclosure of the claimed area agent/presence 
application. Thus the Examiner maintains that that the Bhela core services module fully 
disclosed the claimed area agent. 

The Applicant presents the following argument(s) [in italics]: 



Application/Control Number: 10/827,215 Page 19 

Art Unit: 2144 

...the claimed presence server, which is located in the exterior network (see 
e.g., paragraph [0026]), is not disclosed in Bhela. The Office Action alleged that 
the presence server is disclosed by the location provider module of Bhela. 

The Examiner respectfully notes that in the rejection the Bhela external 
notification server is correlated with the claimed presence server. The claimed local 
area server is correlated to the Bhela location provider module. 

The Examiner respectfully requests further clarification of the statements above. 
Furthermore the Examiner maintains that the Bhela external notification server 
fully disclosed the claimed presence server. 

The Applicant presents the following argument(s) regarding the combination of 
Bhela and Viikari [in italics]: 

...the Office Action alleged that the combination the references "would have 
been obvious ...to enable generation of location information according to the access 
point relaying the location request." However, the Office Action doesn't explain why this 
would be desirable or necessary (i.e., why would someone skilled in the art see this as 
an obvious/apparent shortcoming of Bhela, and therefore seek to look to a solution to 
this shortcoming)... 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees with the Applicant and maintains that it 
would have been obvious to combine Viikari into Bhela. 
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The Applicant Specifications Page 6 indicate an area tag as the IP address of the 
wireless Access Point. 

While Bhela substantially disclosed the claimed invention Bhela did not disclose 
(re. Claim 2,1 1 ) wherein the request sent from the area agent comprises an area tag, 
according to which, the local area server seeks the location information. 

Viikari disclosed (re. Claim 2,1 1 ) wherein the request sent from the area agent 
comprises an area tag, according to which, the local area server seeks the location 
information. (Viikari-Column 9 Lines 10-25) 

Bhela and Viikari are analogous art because they present concepts and 
practices regarding provision of location information for mobile terminals. At the time of 
the invention it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the networking 
art to combine Viikari with Bhela. The motivation for said combination would have been 
to enable generation of location information according to the access point relaying the 
location request. (Viikari-Column 18 Lines 15-55) 

The Examiner notes that while Bhela describes ascertaining and generating 
location information Bhela lacks the details required for said ascertaining and 
generation of location. 

Bhela Column 2 Lines 25-35 disclosed that a person may be associated with 
multiple devices. Furthermore Bhela Column 1 1 Lines 55-60 describes including user 
information along with the location request. However the request information does not 
include device information such as an IP address that is unique to a device or to 
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wireless access point that is currently serving the device. It would have been obvious to 
a person in the networking art that in order to locate a person with a particular device it 
would have been desirable to include the device information. 



Conclusion 

Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in 
the references applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are 
applied to specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing 
responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part 
of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art 
or disclosed by the Examiner. 

In the case of amending the claimed invention, Applicant is respectfully 
requested to indicate the portion(s) of the specification which dictate(s) the structure 
relied on for proper interpretation and also to verify and ascertain the metes and bounds 
of the claimed invention. 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Greg Bengzon whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3944. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon. thru Fri. 8 AM - 4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Vaughn can be reached on (571)272-3922. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Paul H Kang/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2144 

/G. B./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2144 



